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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

. Extensions of time may be available underthe provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 

Failure to reolv within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the appl.cat.on to become ABANDONED (35 US.C. § 133). 
- 3^£^l£oilk» later than three months after the mailing dale of this communication, even .ft,mely filed, may reduce any 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication® filed on 



2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)EJ This action is non-final. 

3) R Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11.453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) I3 Claim(s) P28 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1-28 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)Q approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

1 4) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attachment(s) 

1 ) H Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s) 



1 ) |£J Notice or KeTerences uiea i w-o^j ■/ ^ ' * - ■ 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) |3 Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 6 . 6) □ Other: 
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Art Unit: 3634 

Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In each of claims 1-3, a "window decoration/sun protection" is recited. However, the 
remainder of these claims recite "the window decoration". This is inconsistent and 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Jelic. 
See opaque first face 12 and "nearly transparent light admitting portion" 14, column 3, 
lines 30-33. ^rj ; I -11 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Jacobs et al. 



The panels increase in light transmission from top to bottom, column 7, lines 14-17. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



indefinite. 



Claims 2 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Watanabe. 
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Watanabe discloses, in Fig. 3, two pleated members which have fabrics which have 
different characteristics, such as one being nearly transparent while the other is opaque, 
column 3, lines 34-37. As to which is the top shade and which is the bottom shade is 
clearly an obvious choice of design. While it is not known if a coating is used, such 
material is well established in the art. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Watanabe as 
applied above, and further in view of Jelic. 

The use of perforations to form a light admitting shade is taught by Jelic in,for example, 
Fig. 5, in the form of an open weave fabric. In view of this teaching, it would have been 
obvious to use such a material for the transparent shade of Watanabe. 

Claims 1,4-9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guermonprez in view of Watanabe. 

Guermonprez discloses a shade having an upper portion and a lower portion having 
different shading characterisitics. The upper portion shields the sun while the lower 
section is "decorative". He also makes it clear that his shade could be in the form of 
horizontal or vertical slats, column 3, line 60- column 4, line 5. What is not taught 
specifically is that the lower shade is somewhat transparent. However, Watanabe 
discloses such to be old. It would have been obvious to modify Guermonprez whereby 
his lower shade is somewhat transparent. 

Claims 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guermonprez in view of Watanabe as applied above, and further in view of Levert. 
Levert discloses slats which are either translucent of perforated to permit light 
therethrough, see abstract. It would have been obvious to modify Guermonprez 
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whereby his lower section is somewhat transparent by way of a translucent material or 
perforations. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jacobs in view 
of Geraud. 

Jacobs discloses several materials in column 7 which are designed to provide different 
shading characteriaistics ranging from transparent to opaque, including "grass cloth". 
The use of woven textiles or fabrics for a roller shade having different levels of light 
transmission is taught by Geraud, column 1, lines 8-13. It would have been obvious to 
use such fabric in the Jacobs device due to it's enhanced appearance. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jacobs in view 
of Geraud as applied above, and further in view of Wildt. 
The use of gauze is well known in roller shades, as illustrated by Wildt and it would 
have been obviouis to use such a material in the shade of Jacobs due to it's light 
weight. 

Claims 1,12-14 and 20-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dunn in view of Watanabe. 

Note: claim 22 has not been properly presented in the clean copy of the claims. It will 
examined as it appears in the marked up copy. 

Dunn discloses vertical slats which have light transmissivity . What is not shown is that 
the upper portion of the blind is opaque and the lower portion is somewhat transparent. 
However, as discussed above, Watanabe provides an ample teaching of the desire to 
have the upper portion of a shade opaque and the lower portion thereof somewhat 
transparent. In view of this teaching, it would have been obvious to modify Dunn 



Application/Control Number: 09/787,377 Pa 9 e 5 

Art Unit: 3634 

whereby his slats are opaque at the top and somewhat transparent on the bottom. 
Regarding the perforations and nonperforations of claims 13,14 and 21, Dunn meets 
both limitations by providing perforations on the outer part of the slats while the slats 
overall are not perforated due to panel 34. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Blair M. Johnson whose telephone number is (703) 308-0526. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri., 6:30-3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel P. Stodola can be reached on (703) 308-2686. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-3597 for regular 
communications and (703) 305-3597 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306-4177. 

Blair M.^flohnson 



Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3634 
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January 14, 2002 



